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JUDGMENT HAS BEGUN 
By Harry F. Ward 


Readers of this journal will recall that the reply of the Hungarian 
members to the 1951 Pastoral Message of the World Council of Churches 
was based on I Peter 4:17 “the time has come that judgment must 
begin at the house of God.” 


They wanted further consideration of the relation of the churches 
to the capitalist economy. 


They felt there was an “imperative for repentant self scrutiny” 
of the commendation given the year before to the US-UN action in 
Korea. They feli this was required because the Council had recognized 
that the procedure to which they had given moral sanction had not 
“thus far proved successful; that instead “the international situation 
had deteriorated and mankind had been brought once more to the 
brink of world war.” 


Concerning social justice, and the millions deprived of it, the 
Council had expressed repentance for what the churches had not done. 
Concerning what had been done for them about Korea there was 
felt “no need to affirm or rescind the action.” 


The appeal for “repentant self scrutiny” was in vain. 


Gop Is Nor Mockep 

At the same time the judgment refused inside the “house of 
God” was forming outside its borders. As peace petitions and opinion 
polls have shown, the moral sense of our common humanity, which 
the churches have helped to develop, was moving in the opposite 
direction to the moral judgments of our Protestant leadership. In 
the white man’s world millions were coming to the conclusion that what 
was happening in Korea was not defense against aggression but a 
useless, needless war. Beyond the white man’s world still more millions 
were deciding that Korea was another incident in the long record 
of the white man’s imperialist repression. For them the UN, as an 
instrument of US foreign policy, has lost all moral authority. For them 
the religion whose leaders approved this development has no moral 
value, no help for their dire needs. 


Y 


This is the judgment the Church Councils have brought upon 
themselves. They are rejected by those they want to help. Unless 
their official position on world-changing issues is changed this will 
be the final judgment of history. 


How have the Protestant churches brought themselves to this 
position? The attempt to answer this question has to be confined to that 
section of Protestantism represented by the World Council of Churches. 
On the issues considered however the judgments of the fundamentalist 

‘section move in the same direction and are expressed with more vehem- 
ence. The pacifist sects remain unconsidered. The findings of the US 
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National Council have to be examined because its representatives play 
an influential role in the World Council somewhat comparable to that 
of the US in the UN, though of course by different methods. 


This is not a post mortem. It has vital significance for future 
decisions. The kind of government for Korea is yet to be determined. 
The US has put through the UN a collective security measures program 
which if used will repeat Korea elsewhere inviting even more disastrous 
consequences. Beyond that there remain decisions to be made concern- 
ing the future of war, and the economic order. 


The first determining factor in the decision on Korea is that it 


was made without sufficient knowledge of the facts involved. The Execu- . 


tive Secretary is reported to have urged approval of the UN action on 
the ground that aggression was proved by evidence “in whose impartiali- 
ty and objectivity we can have supreme confidence.” The only evidence 
available to the Security Council when it took action on the US charge 
of aggression was a cablegram from the UN Commission in Korea re- 
porting that the radio of ‘both North and South had charged invasion 


and that what the North claimed was counter-attack had talon place. * 


Sir John Pratt, for many years British Vice-Consul in Shanghai, 
entitles his pamphlet analysing all the official documents in the case 
now available on this disputed issue, “The Lie That Led to War.” 
What led men who had been trained to verify their sources on any 
point of biblical interpretation or church history te pass snap judgment 
on an event which involved world wide consequences without checking 
the facts? 


Was it in part, as it was with the UN, in view of the different 
procedure followed in the Israel-Arab war, because communists were 
involved? Or was it entirely what the attempted justification of the 
decision and the refusal to change it makes clear, the influence of 
ideas in the head which were not in accord with the facts? Making 
decisions on the basis of the play of ideas in the head is an occupational 
ailment of theologians and the philosophers who give most of them 
their methodology. The moral justification offered, is the same as that 
claimed by the state, the necessity of taking international police action 
against aggression. Here are three ideas: aggression, police action, in- 
ternational (concretely UN). All three need to be checked against the 
facts because all three have moral content and so provide moral justi- 
fication when correctly used. The World Council had a unique oppor- 
tunity to get and publish the North Korean view of the facts because 
two Christian ministers were in the North Korean Cabinet, a Methodist 
and a Presbyterian. 


The fact is there was never any aggression in Korea. Both sides 
are wrong in charging it. The US has "kept the UN from defining 
aggression until the recent session, when it finally failed to stop a re- 
solution ordering an attempt at the next session. But however the word 
may be defined under international law aggression is necessarily an act 
of one state against another. There was no state in Korea; there were 
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two governments each claiming national authority. Out of this grew 
not aggression but a civil war. Then came intervention, first by the 
US, then in support of that by the UN, and later by China. This situ- 
ation required a different procedure in the UN than that for aggression 
and presented a different set of facts to the churches for moral judg- 
ment. 


This should have been clear at the beginning through the colla- 
teral, unilateral action of Truman in sending a US fleet into China waters 
to intervene in the final stage of another civil war. By any nation 
with sufficient naval strength that would have been resisted as an act 
of war. In this issue the churches have been significantly silent. They 
have made no moral judgment. Only a general pronouncement, covering 
all relations with the UN that it should submit its actions to inter- 
national consideration and decision. The necessity for ending the moral 
and legal confusion over the use of the word aggression extends into the 
future. In the UN the US has been talking about indirect aggression 
and internal aggression, meaning any development of communism, and 
that means any political-economic changes in which communist leader- 
ship appears. This is an attempt to put moral sanction over joint mili- 
tary action against communism. 


Equally dangerous and equally unreal is the use of the term 
police action in support of intervention in the civil war in Korea. Letters 
from GI’s show how bitter those words are in the minds of some of them. 
There has been full scale war ever since our boys landed in Korea. 
It would have been the same had the US—UN action been in fact an 
attempt to stop aggression. To give the UN an army and authority to 
use it does not change the nature and consequences of war. As the world 
stands today the limit of the UN’s ability to avert war is the investigation, 
negotiation and mediation its Charter requires. Inadvertently the World 
Council recognized this when it spoke of “the failure to contain and re- 
solve the conflict in Korea.” 


But this description, after intervention on one side, and especially 
after McArthur was turned loose to cross the 38th parallel was no near- 
er the facts than the talk about aggression and police action the year 
before. By what code of law or ethics does war become police action. 
The analogy is incorrect and misleading. Whose police have the right 
to destroy cities and towns, to blast villages and farms off the face of 
the earth, to suffocate and burn alive with jellied gasoline innocent men, 
women and children? 


“Less THAN HUMAN” 


The accounts of eye witnesses of what has been done in Korea 
to the dignity and worth of human beings that we talk so much about 
makes the blood run cold and the heart grow sick. Says a conservative 
French journalist, after watching what napalm did to his fellow human 
beings;” The very sight of it made me feel less than human.” Napalm 

“dropped, remember, not by communists but by boys from nations call- 
ing themselves Christians, some of whose preachers think it admirable 
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that Ridgway, author of “Operation Killer” goes to church services. 
Says a British correspondent for a Tory paper: “I had called myself for 
some years a war reporter. It would be more accurate to call myself a 
reporter of death... There is no more war... The illusion is gone...” 
The moral tragedy of official Protestantism is that those who said they 
would not support a holy war have put themselves in the position of 
supporting an unholy war, the most bestial in its slaughter of civilians 
of any war in modern times. The judgment was passed long ago: “When 
you make many prayers I will not hear you. Your hands are full 


of blood.” 


Behind this catastrophe is an idea about the UN and how it 
works which again like the ideas about aggression and police action 
is not in accord with the facts. Church Council leaders see the 
UN as it appears in the Charter, an attempt to get a common effort to 
prevent and end war, to find ways for the peaceful co-existence 
of two different political, economic and social systems. Actually the 
UN has become the manouvering ground for the cold war between the 
capitalist and socialist blocks, and the instrument for an attempt to 
enforce the foreign policy of the US. 


The proof that US policy has determined events in Korea is 
in Prof. McCune’s impartial book on Korea, in the reports of the 
UN Commission and in the other official documents in UN files but 
never reviewed. Part of the UN gives token troops but they get no 
representative in the truce negotiations. The extent of US domination 
of UN decisions is shown by the accounts by capitalist journalists 
of the pressures used to produce majorities for the US positions. At 
the close of the last Assembly the President was quoted as saying: “I 
wish the delegates who complain to me about United States pressures 
would vote as they want to and not as they are told to.” 


The extent to which the UN has accepted the US policy of con- 
taining communism instead of fulfilling its own obligation to seek 
ways for capitalism and communism to peacefully co-exist is the ex- 
tent to which the UN has lost moral authority. It has lost still more 
by the extent to which its decisions have become representative of 
a minority. That was true of the Security Council decision on Korea, 
with Russia and China absent. It was still true of the later Assembly 


approval when the total population of the world is considered. It is | 


| 


even true for the capitalist section of the world in the votes of the 
recent Assembly. Look at the list of abstentions. Add the fact that 
the governments of the US, Great Britain and France hold power, each 
of them, by only a minority of the popular vote. 


Consequently the view appearing in some church statements 
that those who resist or ignore UN decisions should be punished onl 
threatened with punishment also lacks moral authority besides being 
tainted with the self righteousness for which Jesus had less hope, than 
he had for the sinners. What the churches need to consider is that_ 


they now face the danger of an uncontrolled war because accep- | 
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tance of the use of armed forces by the UN means acceptance of the 
US policy of containing communism; and the reverse side of that coin 
is the expansion of capitalism. What are they going to do if the 
attempt is made to take NATO into the UN as a regional pact and to 
call its army a UN police force? 


Since in a rearmed divided world decisions that any nation of 
strategic value to both sides will not accept cannot be enforced without 
war, and since disarmament is the essential first step to a warless 
world there is a double weight to the question the Hungarians put to 
the World Council: “Why did you, in dealing with the question of 
rearmament, so carefully avoid the issue of Germany’s rearmament?” 
A similar question needs to be asked of the US Council by its con- 
stituents concerning rearmament of Japan; also both Councils should 
be asked: “Why did you turn your back upon the World Peace Move- 
ment appeal for the outlawry of mass murder and total destruction 
weapons?” 


Part of the answers will appear from a look at the statement 
on International Regulation and Reduction of Armaments adopted 
by the US Council on Nov. 28, ‘51. It warns of dangers unless the arma- 
ment race is stopped. Again we meet words that do not accurately 
depict the facts. Those of our highest military, naval and diplo- 
matic personnel who know the facts have certified that Soviet arma- 
ments have not gone beyond the requirements of defense against 
invasion. The statement then “welcomes” the disarmament proposals 
recently laid before the General Assembly by the US, Great Britain 
and France” without presuming to pass judgment on the specific 
proposals we believe they constitute a satisfactory basis for a workable 
program of progressive disarmament.” Yet whether the program is 
“workable” depends entirely on the nature and form of the “specific 
proposals.” 


The men who wrote and agreed to this would not hold an 
article of religious belief for which they could not give valid rea- 
sons. Yet they take a position on a matter of life and death for 
millions on a blind affirmation of faith, Did they not know the danger 
of giving a signed blank check to the administrators of the Truman 
doctrine and the Acheson program? Had they forgotten that on 
June 9, ‘50, Acheson told the House Foreign Affairs Committee: “The 
policy of all the governments, the Russian, our own, France, Britain, 
is that Germany is to be demilitarized (and not remilitarized... We 
are proceeding on that basis. There is no discussion of doing anything 
else. That is our policy and we have not raised it or revalued it.” 
On Aug. 30 Acheson told the Senate Appropriation Committee; “A pro- 
gram for Western Europe which does not include the productive 
resources of all the countries of Western Europe—Western Germany 
as well as France, and thé military man power of all Western Europe, 
Western Germany as well as France—will not be effective...” It is still 
necessary for the disciples of Jesus to be as wise as serpents if they 
are to be as harmless as doves. ’ 


The nature of the Western disarmament program was made 
plain in the headlines. It was proclaimed an attempt to take the ini- 
tiative for peace away from the Soviet Union. It was conceived as 
counter propaganda in the cold war. In form the program repeated the 
technique of the Baruch atomic control program, the delay of the 
crucial decision until a series of approach steps had been agreed upon 
and realized, a proceedure requiring an indefinite number of years. 
Meanwhile rearmament would go on and the pressure to use the new 
weapons increase. This makes the program a delaying action in the 
cold war to gain time to get more of the positions of strength that 
are supposed to produce acceptance of our demands. The proof is that 
the US was at the same time putting pressure on its allies for more 
and speedier rearmament. 


Policy cannot move in two opposite directions at the same time. 
The government that wants rearmament must postpone efforts for 
disarmament. Thus the faith of our church leaders becomes 
vain. It is pertinent to note that James Reston, diplomatic corres- 
pondent of the New York Times now reports that the reversal on 
rearmament was the outcome of the decision on Korea, which the World 
and National Councils supported. Thus again does judgment on that 
support appear in the consequences. “For whatsoever a man soweth, 
that shall he also reap.” 


Bap Fairu 

After its blind declaration of faith the Council proceeds to some 
exposition: “It is a matter of record in which we take pride that the 
United States on many occasions has declared its readiness to participate 
in arrangements that would bring the armaments of the nations under 
control.” True. But the record also shows that when it came to 
the voting, from the final session of the Geneva disarmament conferences 
down through all the sessions of the UN the US voted “No” on all pro- 
posals for specific reduction. Then comes more faith based on one of the 
typical moral truisms by which Truman appears to escape from realiz- 
ing the consequences of his actions. He is quoted as saying that once 
the burden of armaments is lifted new energies and resources would 
be liberated for greatly enlarged programs of reconstruction and de- 
velopment. Then: “We believe that a peace offensive of the kind here 
envisaged would capture the imagination of the peoples of the free 
world.” How much peace can be achieved by using a machine politician’s 
cheap chromo of a rosy future to divert attention from the rear- 
mament which indefinitely postpones any attempt to realize it. Do 
our Protestant leaders have to follow the experience of Niemoller and 
spend some time in the internment camps that Truman and McGrath 
are now preparing before they realize the consequences of a revival 
of militarism in Germany and Japan? What all the peoples of the 
world, those who are now losing their nominal freedom and those 
who have yet to gain it, have a moral right to expect from church 
councils is a clear declaration against rearmament, and education in 
the nature and consequences of the whole misbegotten and misnamed 
defense program. 


Instead they got the opposite from the US Council concerning 
the Peace Treaty with Japan which was sent to the President, the 
Secretary of State and Members of Congress, and later presented to 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations by a delegation. Once more 
we meet expressions of gratitude and faith. The gratitude is because 
“at long last a Treaty has been negotiated in a spirit of fellowship 
under terms that do not contain the seeds of future war...” which also 
“lays the groundwork upon which a durable peace in the Far East 
ean be built.” One wonders whether the extent to which the present 
government does not represent the people of Japan has been considered; 
and the possibility of another Korea developing there. 


The faith is expressed in the belief that the Treaty is consistent 
with the considerations set forth for a peace setthement with Japan 
in the Federal Council statement of ‘49 on “The Churches and Ameri- 
can Policy in the Far East.” These considerations are....” to establish 
a mutuality of interest between that country and her neighbors and 
with the West... The creation of a free state... which would accelerate 
the processes of economic and moral recovery.” The realization of 
these objectives obviously depends upon the correctness of the judg- 
ment that the treaty terms “do not contain the seeds of future war” 
and do lay the groundwork for a durable peace. 


On this determining point the Council feels it necessary to 
argue that the Treaty does not of itself compromise the renunciation 
of the war clause in the Japanese constitution. The argument is some- 
thing less than ‘convincing because it proceeds in terms of recognition 
of “the right of individual or collective self defense.” The former 
is to be achieved by cooperation in UN efforts for the latter, without 
becoming “inimical to the peace. “After Korea? With our use of 
Japanese workers and production in the war? With the tendency in 
the White House, the State Department, the Pentagon and Congress 
toward the McArthur policy? And the understanding with Churchill 
about what is to be done if the truce negotiations break down, no 
matter who causes the failure? 


The decisive words in the argument are “of itself,” and they are 
something less than candid, because for the US the treaty does not 
exist of itself. It is inseparably tied to agreements concerning a Pacific 
Pact, and to an agreement with us alone giving bases and extra- 
territorial rights of sovereignty over troops. Is it possible for the Council 
to find “no seeds of future war,” and a “groundwork for durable peace” 
in this military alliance annex to the general Treaty for which it is so 
grateful? What has this to do with collective security through the 
UN? The revival of the air and sea strategy in the Pentagon and on 
election campaign platforms, the recent promise of more of our air 
force to NATO but no more ground troops, make it clear that the 
military agreement implements the plan to use Japanese man power 
in Asia as German man power is to be used in Europe in the event 
of war, no matter who starts it. The results of moral abdication by 
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our Protestant leaders on this issue appear in a recent Chicago survey 
of ministers and leading laymen which shows them almost equally 
divided on the question of German and Japanese rearmament. 


The military annex destroys the Council’s hope that the General 
Treaty will promote the economic wellbeing of Japan and along with 
that goes the desired “mutality of interest” with her neighbors. How can 
that develope when Japan is being armed not for collective securi- 
ty through the UN but for the carrying out of US policy in Asia? 
This means, as it has with us, with Great Britain and Western Europe. 
that the national economy becomes predominatly a war economy. 
That production for death instead of life runs counter to the desired 
“economic well being is now being written into the records of the 
economically powerful US, as well as into those of Great Britain and 
Western Europe. What then will it do to a war impoverished Japan? 
Once again the facts and their consequences move in a direction opposite — 
to the principles expressed. 


The Council correctly says: “If we would build constructively for 
peace in the Far East Japan must be allowed access to raw materials 
and overseas markets.” The Council’s Detroit 1950 Conference on the 
Responsibility of Christians in an Interdependent Economie World 
made this concrete: “... the Chinese market for Japanese goods cannot 
be closed off if the Japanese nation is to be restored to economic 
health.” This is axiomatic. Yet we require of our military allies no 
trade with a potential enemy, and the abandonment of such trade is 
a condition of economic aid. Once again our Protestant leaders have put 
themselves in the position of supporting a program that moves in the 
opposite direction to the principles they laid down for the situation. 
And thereby it deprives its religion of moral influence over millions 
of people in Asia. Once again the consequences of a decision pronounce 
judgment. 


Of still greater significance in forming the judgment of the 
peoples of the non-Christian world upon the moral value of Protestan- 
tism was the reaction of both the World and National Councils to the 
world wide appeal for outlawry of the atomic Bomb (and all mass mur- 
der weapons) with adequate inspection and control. Here was an 
event unprecedented in history. About half the population of the 
world had become sufficiently conscious of the need to abolish war to 
ask their governments through the UN to take a first step to that end. 


The world Council ignored the appeal. Deceptive propaganda 
of the Soviet Union said the US State Department. Deceptive propa- 
ganda, repeated the US federated churches. An echo; when suffering 
humanity was needing an independent voice. The collective pulpit 
following, instead of leading, the state; surrendering its conscience 
along with its voice. The churches conforming to the world instead of 
transforming it. 


Across all the continents. and oceans the moral sense of mankind 
was voicing a judgment shaped out of the experience of thousands of 
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years of man’s inhumanity to man, of the agelong struggle to become 
human. And those to whom was committed the heritage of the prophets 
and poets who first gave the sons of man the vision of a warless world 
are kept silent by their acceptance of a judgment as far from the facts 
as their inaction is from the imperatives of their religion and the needs 
of mankind. If the world wide demand to outlaw mass murder weapons 
were only Soviet propaganda those who think of social organization 
only in terms of political machines controlled _by vested interests 
Teadershipy eee world 
r-\ 
PACIFIC SCHOOL 
Pre-GospeL MoraLiry \ y 
How little moral difference there is betwéen the! léadérs of the 
churches and those of the state in the matter of turning war into 
mass murder can be seen from two statements of the US Federal 
Council on this issue in 1950. The first was a brief utterance on “The 
Churches and the Hydrogen Bomb.” It said: “Some of us oppose the 
construction of hydrogen bombs, which could be used only for the 
mass destruction of populations. Some of us, on the other hand, be- 
lieving that our people and the other free societies should not be left 
without the means of defense through the threat of retaliation, support 
the attempt to construct the new weapons. All of us unite in the prayer 
that it may never be used.” Does this indicate belief in a God who 
does for men what they can and ought to do for themselves? Or is it 
a rhetorical gesture toward the gospel ethic after being willing to use 
the “threat of retaliation” which is the morality of the ancient code 
of an eye for an eye that Jesus replaced with the principle of over- 
coming evil with good. 


demand for peace. 


This pre-gospel morality appears again in the report of the 
Federal Council Commission on the Christian Conscience and Weapons 
of Mass Destruction,” which also argues that for retaliatory defense 
the use of such weapons can “defend justice” and serve “the righteous- 
ness of God.” Beside the moral deficit this contention is out of line 
with the facts. There is sufficient military judgment on record that 
the new bombs are of value for offense only. The conclusion concerning 
the Christian conscience, arrived at “with troubled spirits,” is 
found in one sentence of the twenty odd page report signed by 18 
of the 20 commission members, the majority being theological pro- 
fessors, professors of religion and college presidents. Two, of pacifist 
convictions, appended written dissent. The conclusion reads: If atomic 
weapons or other weapons of parallel destructiveness are used against 
us or our friends in Europe and Asia, we believe that it could be justi- 
fiable for our government to use them with all possible restraint to 
prevent the triumph of an aggressor.” The argument about defense 


‘surrounds this sentence. 


To the millions demanding outlawry of mass killing weapons 
these select Protestant leaders offer the principle of restraint, in their 
use and that in a hypothetical situation. This conclusion is based upon 
the position that no absolute line can be drawn between weapons, a 
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judgment that it did not need pages of fine distinctions between 
the killing power of various weapons, after the pattern of mediaeval 
scholasticism, to sustain. The sufficient distinction for moral judgment 
is correctly drawn when it is said that destruction of life in connec- 
tion with military objectives is “radically different from that aimed at 
civilians.” It took thousands of years of struggle against the remnants 
of his brute ancestry for man to make this distinction, and the moral 
catastrophe brought by the new weapons is that they wipe it out. The 
report tells us that the real moral line for the Christian conscience lies 
not in distinctions between kinds of weapons but in the realm of motives 
and the consequences of their use. But in their use, regardless of 
motives, these new weapons kill civilians wholesale beyond any other 
kind. This is a case where quantity produces a change in quality. 


Faced with the actual results of these weapons talk about re- 
straints’ becomes purely academic. Members of the Women’s Inter- 
national delegation investigating the situation in North Korea oc- 
casionally had to run for cover from low flying planes whose machine 
guns were being turned loose on every human being, animal, or vehicle 
that moved on roads or fields. That inhumanity could haye been 
stopped by restraint. But once dropped the jellied gasoline burns 
or suffocates every living thing in its path, human, animal, vegetable. 
What restraint is possible there? 


With such weapons it is futile to be “especially concerned to 
emphasize checks in every step toward the increased destructiveness of 
war.” These weapons compel war to become mass murder of civilians. 
Their use is a return to barbarism pure and simple. They are not 
amoral in their nature and moral or immoral in their use. They are 
anti-moral in their nature. Their use cannot be controlled to meet 
the line drawn for moral judgment by the report because they wipe 
it out. The only way to realization of the principles laid down by the 
report for guidance of the Christian conscience is by prohibition of 
the manufacture of all murder weapons. 


At this necessity the report looks and then turns away: “Un- 
happily we see little hope at this time of a trustworthy international 
agreement that would effectively prevent the manufacture or use of 
weapons of mass destruction by any nation. This should not deter 
us from the search for such an agreement...” But the report says 
nothing to encourage or aid the churches in that search. No recog- 
nition of the relation of our unrestrained mass production stockpiling 
to that search. No analysis of the comparative values in the US and 
Soviet proposals for control of atomic materials and plants; no analysis 
of the Soviet objections? It is on these matters the churches need factual 
information and guidance to develope the Christian conscience the 
report represses with its substitution of the principle of restraint for 
the prinicple of prohibition and the sceptical pessimism of its repeated 
“so little hope.” 


Tue Car WarLks Out oF THE Bac 


It seems incredible at this point in the history of civilization that 
enough scientists and technicians should devote themselves to achieving 
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mass production of mass murder weapons until it can be reporied as 
“one of America’s biggest industries.” It seems still more incredible 
that enough religious leaders can be found to issue a scholastic defense 
of the use of such weapons. An underlying cause however appears 
when the Commission goes beyond its mandate and includes a section 
on Peace and a Positive Strategy. Then it appears, as it does occasion- 
ally in the rest of the report, and in other Federation and Council 
reports that the religious leaders have accepted the premises of the 
political leaders who are making our foreign policy. 


They are all there. The necessity for defense (by offensive weap- 
ons and preparations) of the free world (which does not exist) against 
Soviet aggressive war (which those of our big brass who know the 
facts, and even Herbert Hoover and John Foster Dulles, tell us it not 
now in preparation. The Acheson formula of positions of strength 
necessary to achieve adequate military power, supplemented by political, 
economic and moral strength, which Truman and Acheson proclaim as 
loudly as the churchmen. The Truman doctrine of stopping Soviet 
expansion, and the confusing of that with the growth of communism 
from general causes. The only thing the church reports have that is 
theirs alone is the general pronouncement that the leadership of Christ 
will find ways to solve all the world’s problems. There is also a 
slight difference in the use of God. Both State and Church claim his 
sanction for their position. But the churchmen recognize a special 
mission to “cry out to men “Behold your God.” In the flames of the 
jellied gasoline? In our atomic weapon stockpile? In the chemical 
and bacterial weapons in behalf of which two generals in charge of 
research and production have recently been carrying on an educ ational 
campaign? In the training battalions of NATO and a rear ming West 
Germany and Japan? 


By accepting the premises of state policies church leaders have 
deprived themselves of intellectual and moral independence in evalu- 
ating the consequences of these policies. Witness the inability of the 
World Council to change when Korea became the victim of a bloody 
total war. Also they deprived themselves of the capacity to offer any 
effective positive policy for peace. As the present threat of another 
world war shows, the premises of our bi-partisan foreign policy lead 
not towards, but away from peace. A policy that will move continu- 
ously toward a warless world has to base itself on the new historic fact 
that war has now become too costly to be continued. Recently when 
the Senate Committee on Appropriations was being shown a new bomb 
sight that costs $250,000 whereas the one used in World War II cost 
$8,000 two senators remarked that it looks like war was becoming 
too costly for a free enterprise economy. The moral cost is certainly 
becoming unbearable. Consequently the time has come for our religion 
to proclaim a peace policy whose goal is the abolition of we the 
immediate first steps toward the goal being the outlawry of mass kill- 
ing, total destruction weapons, and progressive disarmament. How else 
can the moral imperatives of our gospel and the crying needs of human- 
ity be answered? 
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The acceptance of these goals requires consideration of what has 
to be done with the economic order if they are to be reached. The 
issues of war or peace and the nature of the economic order are in- 
separable. They interlock at every point. The World Council message 
of ‘51 spoke of the vast upsurge of unprivileged and subjugated millions, 
of the millions who have recently won independence, and remarked that 
“some countries have been the scene: of far reaching social reform.” 
That is an under statement. The great historic fact is that these millions 
have won more than independence and achieved more than social re- 
form. They are building a new social order on a new economic base. 
Back in 1925 I saw closely and widely ancient China beginning to 
study Marx, making up its mind whether or not it had to go through 
a period of capitalist industrialism. Russia was not successful with its 
political advice, but its demonstration that a socialist economy could 
succeed, and could do things the capitalist economy was failing to do, 
was decisive. Now other peoples not yet industrialized, the world a- 
round, are able to see what no propaganda can long hide or ever oyer- 


come, namely, which economic order offers them a more abundant ' 


life. At the same time they are also seeing which economy faces them 
with imminent and terrible death, which needs war for its further 
development. 


Our Economy oF DEATH 


These questions the people of the capitalist nations have now 
to answer and its religious leaders to face. As history counts time it 
will not wait long for their answer. For the people who do not get it 
in time, and find it elsewhere, their inherited religion will cease to have 
moral authority. In the United States the basic fact to be faced is that 
our national economy is now a war economy. Over half its industrial 
sector is now engaged in producing the means of death instead of 
the means of life. Also an undetermined part of its agriculture. To this 
must be added the destruction of national vitality accomplished by the 
consequent inability to supply sufficient health and education. This 
is a complete perversion of the primary function of the economic order. 


This fact adds a tremendous economic interest to the other in- 
centives to war, for farmers and workers as well as capitalists. It oper- 
ates powerfully to drug the conscience, to condition the mind and emot- 
ions to respond affirmatively to the propaganda that transforms a for- 
eign policy which threatens and produces war into the road to 
peace. The dependence of our economy upon war was increased 
psychologically when financial, industrial and business journals proclaim- 
ed that the Korean war had shown the way to end the business cycle and 
its recurrent crises of bankruptcies and unemployment. This because it 
brought a boom when a depression was in sight. Thus peace becomes 
economically dangerous, and the stock market falls with every prospect 
of a truce. This dependence upon death as a ministering angel was an 
unconscious admission of the truth which “free enterprise” expensive 
advertising had strenuously denied that monopolistic capitalism was 
increasingly unable to meet peacetime needs. 
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It soon became apparent however that while organized death and 
destruction could provide the group of powerful corporations which get 
most of its orders with the highest profits in history, and their workers 
with continuous employment, serious unemployment is again here, in 
places where small manufacturers can get neither war contracts nor 
sufficient materials for other business, and in consumer goods in- 
dustries like textiles and automobiles. So we hear the plaintive cry of 
young Henry Ford that there must be some alternative besides war 
or bankruptcy. What alternative will there be for a nation that tries 
to operate a private capitalist economy when the “positions of strength” 
are all gained and the Soviet bloc still refuses either to attack or submit 
to our demands? The churches are now faced with the full demonstrat- 
ion of a functional and moral defect in the capitalist economy upon 
which they have not yet officially passed judgment. “Why is it that the 
church feels at home in the capitalistic system?” The Hungarian mem- 
bers asked the World Council. It doesn’t. It feels quite uncomfortable as 
many discussions and findings on the economic order show. They also 
show that it has not yet come to grips with the nature of the capitalist 
economy which is what the Hungarians want done. 


At its first Assembly the World Council produced a report con- 
cerning capitalism and communism which dealt in part with the econo- 
mic order. It listed points of conflict first between “Christianity and the 
atheistic Marxian communism of our days and then between “Christ- 
ianity and Communism.” As the adjective “atheistic” indicated, this 
was not a true comparison. Of the five points of conflict with com- 
munism three are theological and two are political. The four points 
of conflict with capitalism all deal with its economy. Three of them 
mention unethical tendencies, the fourth mentions the recurrent crises 
but, instead of viewing them as the result of a functional defect, it 
calls them “a kind of fate which has taken the form of such social 
catastrophes as mass unemployment,” the bankruptcies are left out. This 
reversion to the language of pagan theology is a revelation of what ac- 
ceptance of the validity of the capitalist economy can do to the mind. 
What message does such pagan language give Protestantism for the 
millions who have thrown this “fate” into the limbo of forgotten 
superstitions and have successfully organized their economy for continu- 
ous capacity production? Or for the millions more who are determined 
not to submit themselves to any such “Fate?” 


The illegitimate comparison of unlike categories produces an 
unreal conclusion: “The Christian churches should reject the ideologies 
of both communism and laissez faire capitalism.” To reject laissez . 
faire ideology is a purely academic motion. To talk about laissez faire 
capitalism as a working economy is economic nonsense. It plays no 
role in the world today. Its popular counterpart “free enterprise” 
was, as the record shows, designed by the inner circle master minds 
of our National Manufacturers Association to conceal from the people 
the nature and consequences of the monopolistic, state-aided capitalism 
which has almost destroyed the free enterprise of early capitalism. 
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The rejection of the ideology of communism also does not get 
to the reality of the economic situation. Communism is a form of 
socialism, and in all its forms the basic principle of the economic order 
is the same, social ownership of the means of production and dis- 
tribution for social profit. The basic functional principle of the capit- 
alist economic order is the opposite, private ownership of the means of 
production and distribution for private profit. Underneath the threaten- 
ed disasters of our day is the head-on meeting of these antagonistic 
principles. Formerly capitalist expansion into non-industrialised coun- 
tries has involved only conflict between rival imperialisms, now it in- 
volves the opposition of an established socialist economy. 


On this new situation the churches cannot avoid judgment by 
rejecting both. History does not allow it. Industrialism, development 
and conservation of natural and human resources, require large scale 
operations and long distance planning. These require either mono- 
poly state-aided capitalist economy: a purely state capitalist economy; 
or a socialist economy. The answer has to be determined by the re- 
sults that each can show. “By their fruits...” The day of judgment 
for the economic order is here. The attempt to evade it by the plague- 
on-both-your-houses technique and generalities about “new, creative 
solutions,” will reduce the churches to moral impotence in the large 
area of life which is concerned with economic activities. 


Neither is the issue met by talking about a mixed, or balanced 
economy. Three forms of property exist in all industrialized countries. 
both capitalist and socialist: state, cooperative and personal. In differ- 
ing proportions according to the historical backgrounds and the stage 
of development. The determining factor in the outcome, both prac- 
tically and morally is: which is the directing, controlling principle— 
social ownership for private profit or private ownership for private 
profit? Nor can the decisive question of the moral nature of the 
capitalist economy be met any longer by declarations of general prin- 


ciples which few will dispute, and the application of them to some | 


aspects of the economic order. The increasing dependence of the 
capitalist economy upon war, and the relation of its expansion toward 
the menace of war, require a decision from the federated churches 
as to whether these things are due to inherit defects in its nature or 
to misdirection. 


If willingness to attempt this judgment on the ability of the 
capitalist economy to do the things they want done in and for the 
world is found lacking in the US National Council because too many 
of their leaders have accepted the premises of the makers of our 
foreign policy then the responsibility falls heavier upon the world 
Council. At least the united churches with members living under a 
socialist economy able to participate could and should enquire further 
about the capacity of the capitalist economy in one matter on which they 
have expressed themselves clearly: economic aid to developed countries. 
They said first they wanted it done through the UN to avoid exploitation 
by private interests. Then came Point IV and they approved that. But 
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Point IV is being developed outside the UN and so limits its capacity 
in that field. Then as Congress, with election approaching, became 
more careful about government spending, Truman announced that most 
of the aid would have to come through private investment. The De- 
troit Conference on The Responsibility of Christians in an Interde- 
pendent Economic World quoted Truman with approval that private 
investment should be carried out without exploitation and also with fair 
and equitable treatment for private investors. 


Now some governments are complaining that this means pro- 
tection against risks which native investors must take, and limitations 
upon sovereignty. Also Truman and his aides are talking about the 
metals in undeveloped countries that we need for our defense of the 
“free world.” Since war contracts bring the biggest profits in our his- 
tory the defense plea becomes a cover for more exploitation. Further- 
more instead of being used for the development of their peoples in 
the lands from whence they came, some of those minerals will go back 
in weapons used to keep them from getting their independence. 


Thus the nature of the economy takes events in the direction 
opposite to that desired and contrary to the principles expressed. The 
churches supported the original Marshall plan on humanitarian grounds. 
Now the record shows it was later used to dump surplus goods and 
extend the foreign holdings of some of our great corporations. Con- 
sequently the UN economic survey showed that the plan had not suc- 
ceeded in raising standards of living in the countries aided as fast as 
they had been raised in Eastern Europe, nor in stabilizing their 
economy. Now the survey reports signs of depression in Western Europe 
as a result of our-rearmament program and the decline of the Brit- 
ish economy. How much more experience do we have to subject other 
peoples to before we learn that grapes are not gathered from thorn 
bushes nor figs from thistles? Nor peace from a war economy. 


It is not to be expected that religious leaders who have realized 
the extent to which throughout the world the capitalist economy has 
been weighed in the balance and found wanting are ready to pass 
judgment on whether a socialist economy can meet the wide demand 
for peace, the abundant life, and the fullest possible development of 
the resources of both nature and mankind. But in preparation for the 
time when that will have to be done as the Protestants of Eastern 
Europe have had to do it, the World Council might at least send a 
delegation to them, and to the Soviet Union, to find out what are the 
material and moral results of their economy. They will be as welcome 
as have been about two hundred such enquiring delegations of workers 
and professional people, of differing political and religious beliefs 
in the past two years; and as the many business men and economists 
going to the approaching international economic conference at Moscow 


will be. 


Western capitalist-minded Protestants have to find out ways 
to live fraternally with their socialist-minded Eastern Brethren or aband- 
on the concept of ecumenicalism and enter another period of inter-relig- 
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ious conflict. The first step in working out peaceful co-existence between 
two conflicting political and economic systems, as the twenty years before 
World War IL showed, is mutual economic exchange. Similarly in the 
religious world a continuous exchange of ideas and moral judgments is 
the only way that spiritual brotherhood can become a reality. 


This development requires that Western Protestantism realizes 
that we are at the end of an era, that the capitalist economy has enter- 
ed its final period. It is more than a hundred years since Marx wrote 
“when the conditions of production, (property relationships) instead 
of being aids to production become fetters upon it, a period of social 
revolution has begun.” That judgment has been reinforced by the 
present dependence of our economy upon war. But here Marx is ana- 
thema and those who teach and publish his writings are being sent 
to prison. Yet there is a religious corollary to his analysis. When the 
economy retards instead of furthering moral development revolutionary 
change is imperative. No recognition of that fact appears in official 
Protestant pronouncements in the US since the Federal Council De- 
laware Conference of “42 which said “We believe that a new ordering 
of economic life is both imminent and imperative and that it will come 
either through voluntary co-operation within the framework of de- 
mocracy or through explosive revolution.” 


Since then US Protestantism has been falling behind the pace 
of history in its moral judgments on the economic order. In its moral 
judements concerning war it has become almost a state church. If that 
is all it can do then Protestantism as a vital force will go into the 
pages of history along with the economic order with which it entered 
the great drama of human development. For it is axiomatic that when 
a reyolutionary change in the economic base of society occurs all its 
other organized forms change with it—the state, religion, education, 
culture. 


Because Rome has greater organizational strength it will last 
longer, but in a world which is politically and economically based on 
science and democracy its days are numbered. Yet there is something in 
Protestantism which is older than Rome, which Rome never had in- 
stitutionally. That is the moral dynamic for social progress in the re- 
ligion of the 8th Century prophets, Isaiah and some of the psalmists, 
whose God was a living God because he was not made with hands nor 
by philosophical concepts, but out of vital experience. Consequently 
whatever changes the social revolution now beginning the world around 
may bring to the ideas and forms of religion the moral dynamic de- 
veloped from the creative religious experience of the primitive Hebrew 
tribes, a dynamic that no ecclesiastical institutions, speculative theolo- 
gies, religious or secular imperialisms have been able to destroy, will 
continue to be a growing force in the shaping of human life. 


DEBUNKING THE LIES ABOUT KOREA 
By Frank Talk 


Eighteen months after the fateful day of June 25, 1950, one can 
sit down and review what has happened in the short time since the 
police action in Korea was ordered by the President of the United 
States. 

On June 25, 1950, most Americans were shocked when their 
radios announced that armed conflict had begun on the 38th parallel 
in Korea. Within a matter of hours, Truman committed U. S. forces in- 
to this conflict which has resulted in 100,000 American boys being 
killed, maimed or unaccounted for. 


Out of this Korean conflict has been a growing war hysteria, 
growing trends toward a military dictatorship and everincreasing 
appropriations for a world arms race that is bankrupting the U. S. 
taxpayers. The war program has killed all hopes for achieving a 
“Fair Deal” program for the common people. 


The war hysteria has frightened most farm and labor leaders 
into climbing on the war chariot of Big Business to the detriment 
of their membership. 


Most decent Americans do not like war but many have been 
lassoed into supporting the war program due to a certain sense of 
i—] 5 
patriotism, without any examination of the forces that brought the 
war about. In order to get at the root of the present war hysteria in 
America, it is necessary to get at the root of the Korean war itself. 


Then we can answer such questions as: “IS PATRIOTISM 
CONTINGENT ON SUPPORTING THE KOREAN WAR?” DID 
THE U.S. HAVE ANY BUSINESS IN THE KOREAN WAR IN THE 
FIRST PLACE?” “IS SENATOR TAFT CORRECT IN CALLING THE 
KOREAN WAR A ‘USELESS WAR’?” “IS SENATOR LANGER 
RIGHT IN CALLING THE KOREAN WAR ‘UNCONSTITUTIONAL’?” 
“WERE THE AMERICAN PEOPLE RIGHT IN SUPPORTING IN- 
DIA’S EFFORTS TO MEDIATE THE KOREAN WAR JUST AFTER 
IT BEGAN AS WAS INDICATED BY A GALLUP POLL AT 
THAT TIME?” 

Just now, the urgency for peace is being underlined by the fact 
that the arms race is bankrupting Britain and France, to the extent 
that the Eisenhower mission is almost an admitted failure, and that 
both Churchill and President Auriol are calling for Big Four meetings 
to settle the cold war. 


The American people should be encouraged to join in the de- 
mand for settling the cold war. 


Straight thinking on foreign policy demands that the cobweb< 
of war hysteria be swept from the minds of the people. 
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In the past, there have been debates whether to extend the 
Korean war or limit it, as during the MacArthur hearings, or whether 
to concentrate on sea power or land armies, as in the Hoover debates. 


But there has been no debate on the question: Did the U. §. 
have any business in Korea in the first place? Or how did the war really 
get started on June 25th? 


As a contribution toward sweeping cobwebs out of the minds 
of the American people, the Iowa Union Farmer is presenting the 
background of the Korean war in the following condensed form, “‘de- 
bunking the lies about Korea.” 


LIE NO. 1: “The Korean war is a U. N. war.”.. The press. 
radio and Truman tell us this. BUNK! 


FACT: Truman sent U. S. boys to death in Korea at noon on 
June 27, 1951, whereas the United Nations did not take action until 
11 hours later. In other words the UN was forced to rubber stamp the 
action Truman had already taken. 


LIE NO. 2: “The Korean war is properly being supported by 
the U. S.”... they tell us. BUNK! 


FACT: Truman failed to get the consent of Congress to send our 
boys to death in Korea. Only Congress can declare war. Senator 
Langer is right in calling the Korean war “unconstitutional.” It is 
Truman’s war. The blood is on his hands and the hands of the Wall 
Street cronies, like Dulles, Harriman and Wilson, for whom Truman 
is a stooge. 


LIE NO. 3: “The Korean war is for freedom and democracy” 


... They tell us... BUNK! 


FACT: The Syngman Rhee regime of South Korea has always 
been graft-ridden, fascist dictatorship where farm and labor leaders 
have been beaten, jailed and executed in Hitler fashion. There is 
nothing honorable and no goal of freedom or democracy in fighting 
for Rhee in Korea. 


We should remember that Rhee was foisted to power by the U. §. 
militarists who came to receive the surrender of the Japanese in South 
Korea. When a victory parade of South Korea greeted the Americans 
arriving in Seoul in 1945, they were halted and fired upon by Japanese 
police who had ruled Korea since 1910. General Hodge congratulated 
the police for “keeping order.” The noted news commentator, William 
Shirer, wrote of General Hodges’ actions in the New York Herald 
Tribune: “The American Army arrives there to liberate an ancient 
people from the Japanese, and the commander of our army does his 
best to insult the people and prolong their slavery to a hated enemy. 
The remarks of General Hodges are unbelievable. He had nothing 
but praise for the Japanese overlords, whose rule in Korean is re- 
nowned, and nothing but blame for the Koreans.” So that U. S. militar- 
ists are much to blame for the dictatorship of Syngman Rhee! 
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LIE NO. 4: “The Korean war is to stop North Korean aggres- 
sion”... they tell us... BUNK! 


THE FOLLOWING FACTS OFFER OVERWHELMING EVI- 
DENCE THAT SYNGMAN RHEE WAS GUILTY OF STARTING 
THE WAR WITH ASSURANCES OF U. S. SUPPORT FROM 
THE CHINA LOBBY AND WALL STREET GROUPS IN THE 
U. S. INTERESTED IN PRESERVING THE HATED WHITE 
MAN’S IMPERIALISM OVER THE STARVING PEOPLE OF 
ASIA. 


1. Many times in 1949 Rhee threatened to invade North Korea 
as reported in U. S. newspapers. Once he boasted he could defeat North 
Korea in two weeks. Once in 1949 Rhee’s defense minister announced 
to the press that the South was ready to start the invasion, but was 
held back by U. S. officials who said, “No, no, no, wait. You are not 
ready.” 


2. The New York Times, March 14, 1950, reported that 13 
members of the Korean parliament were sentenced up to 10 years in 
prison, and that one of the charges was “opposing invasion of North 
Korea.” 


3. The Associated Press reported on June 25th that the South 
Koreans had crossed the 38th Parallel and had taken the town of Haeju, 
6 miles north of the parallel. Why was this report suppressed? 


4. An American official in Tokyo told the writer, John Gunther, 
on June 25th: “A big story has just broken. The South Koreans have 
just attacked the North.” (The Riddle of MacArthur—Gunther. ) 


5. Assistant Secretary of State Hickerson let the cat out of the 
bag in telling a Senate sub-committee on June 5, 1951, that the State 
Department expected the war in Korea and that they had a skeleton 
resolution ready to present to the United Nations. How was this possible 
unless there were also plans ready for Rhee to start the war? 


6. Admiral Hillenkoeter, head of Central Intelligence, testi- 
fied on June 26, 1950, before a Senate sub-committee that his inform- 
ation showed that an attack could be expected “this week or next” 
by the North Koreans, why did they not issue a warning ahead of time 
in the interests of preserving peace? Or was it Rhee who was to attack 
“this week or next”? 


7. Neither Truman nor the U.N. have offered any explanations 
of captured documents being circulated by the North Koreans showing 
that Rhee, in connivance with U.S. military officials in Korea, had made 
detailed plans for invading North Korea. 


8. During the month of June, 1950, there was an unusual 
mobilization of arms and brass hats in the Far East. Several hundred 
F-80 jets went to the Far East the first week of June (N.Y. Herald Tri- 
bune). Middle of June, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered a detail 
of the newest bombers to the Far East (Marquis Childs, N. Y. Post). 
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First week of June, two U. S. generals arrived in Seoul and all 
leaves were cancelled in the South Korean Army. June 5th the 
N. Y. Herald Tribune reported from General Roberts, head of the 
U. 5. mission in South Korea, that U. S. Officers were assigned 
directly to the South Korean army down to the battalion levels and 
“stayed with them in battles and in rest periods.” What battles? De- 
fence Secretary Johnson and General Bradley arrived in Tokyo June 
18th to confer with MacArthur. Dulles arrived in Seoul the same day 
and was photographed in the trenches on the 38th parallel several days 
later. Dulles made statements promising “positive action” in the Far 
East; and talked of “loosening the communist grip on North Korea.” 
While Johnson and Bradley were in Tokyo, the British High Command 
was meeting in extraordinary session in Australia. June 25: fighting 
began. 


9. Drew Pearson has reported that rich Chinese in the China 
Lobby cleaned up millions by buying soybeans just before the Korean 
war began and selling during the market spurt afterwards. How could 
the China Lobby group pull this off without inside information that 
Rhee would start things in Korea? 


10. The Chicago Sun columnist, Irving Pflaum, told of a U. S. 
note to Moscow urging joint steps to stop the fighting in Korea but that 
the note was held back from Sunday night until Tuesday noon, when 


U. S. intervention was already an accomplished fact. 


THERE ARE OTHER FACTS; BUT SURELY THESE 
ARE ENOUGH TO CAST A TERRIBLE CLOUD UPON THE 
ENTIRE “AGGRESSION” CHARGE INVOLVED IN THE 
KOREAN WAR. THESE FACTS STRONGLY INDICATE THAT 
SYNGMAN RHEE WAS GUILTY OF AGGRESSION. AND: IF 
THIS IS TRUE THAT WE SHOULD HAVE FOUGHT AGAINST 
RHEE INSTEAD OF WITH HIM IF WE WERE TO BECOME 
INVOLVED AT ALL. THESE FACTS STRONGELY INDICATE 
THAT THE U. S. MILITARY MEN WERE INVOLVED IN THE 
PLOT TO LAUNCH THE WAR IN KOREA, WHICH SHOULD 
NOT BE SURPRISING IN VIEW OF THE FURTHER FACT 
THAT NAVY SECRETARY MATTHEWS AND DEFENSE SEC- 
RETARY JOHNSON WERE BOTH ADVOCATES OF A “PRE. 
VENTIVE WAR”. WE SHOULD BEAR IN MIND, TOO, THE 
FACT THAT SYNGMAN RHEE SUFFERED A DISASTROUS 
POLITICAL DEFEAT EVEN IN RIGGED ELECTIONS OF MAY, 
1950, AND THAT A WAR MIGHT HAVE APPEARED QUITE 
ATTRACTIVE TO HIM AS A WAY OF DIVERTING ATTEN. 
TION FROM HIS OWN FALLING POLITICAL PRESTIGE. THIS 
IS AN UGLY PICTURE INDEED. NO PATRIOTIC AMERICAN 
CAN BE PROUD OF THE U.S. ROLE IN KOREA, WE SHOULD 
NOT BE SURPRISED. TO SEE SUCH AN EVIL AND CORRUPT 
ROLE IN THE FIELD OF FOREIGN POLICY WHEN WE SEE 
SO MUCH GRAFT AND CORRUPTION INTERNALLY REGARD- 
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ING TAX COLLECTION, MINK COATS AND DEEP FREEZERS. 
BUT WHAT MOTIVES LIE BEHIND THE LYING THAT GOES 


ON IN FOREIGN POLICY? 


In brief the Korean war has been part of a larger plot of the 
money power of America to preserve Asia as a colonial area to be 
exploited by Big Business as the British have done for over 100 years, 
and against which all Asia is revolting as did the colonists in 1776. 


The Korean war is part of a plot of the Wall Street interests 
to get their hands on gold and tungsten mines in North Korea. The 
Korean war is a part of a plot of the China Lobby to undo the revolution 
in China and put the arch crook Chiang Kai-shek in power again in 
China. The Korean war has been part of a plot of certain Big Business 
interests, especially munitions makers, under costplus contracts, to 
create a false prosperity through war spending—using the communist 
bogyman to fan the flames. 


In brief, the Korean war has been an evil, immoral action, in 
which neither the U. S. or the U. N. had any business in the first place, 
especially in view of the almost irrefutable evidence that Syngman 
Rhee was the real aggressor. And if our conclusions about the Korean 
war are correct—and we believe they are—then the U. S. action in Korea 
is no different from Mussolini’s invasion of helpless Ethiopia or the 
invasion of Norway by Hitler, with the corrupt tyrant, Syngman Rhee, 
as the U. S. Quisling. 


This is a terrible indictment. But what other can be drawn? 
The Korean war has not only been “useless” but also a shameful blot 
on the pages of American history. 


—From the Iowa Union Farmer, 
Des Moine, Iowa. 


HYPOCRISY IN THE WORLD COUNCIL OF CHURCHES 


Towards the end of last year the General Secretary of the World 
Council, W. A. Visser’t Hooft, and an Associate Secretary General, 
R. C. Mackie, wrote to the Hungarian Press as follows: 


“Certain statements which appear in the issue of the Hungarian 
Church Press dated October Ist give an erroncous impression of the 
meeting of the Central Committee of the World Council of Churches held 
this summer in Rolle, Switzerland. 


(1) The impression is given that Bishop Bereczky did not get 
a sufficient opportunity to express himself and that his statements 
have not been published as fully as those of other speakers. As a matter 
of fact special arrangements were made to enable Bishop Bereczky to 
make his full contribution to the meeting. In the press releases sent 
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out from Rolle and in most of the articles published in various church 
papers more publicity was given to the bishop’s remarks than to those 
of any other speaker, speaking on the same subject. In the official public 
record of the meeting the address of Bishop Bereczky is the only one 
which is reported at length (Minutes and Reports Fourth Meeting 


Committee p. 33 tp. 35). 


(2) The impression is given that the World Council of Churches 
has decided not to send an observer to the meetings of the United 
Nations. The facts are that no new decision has been taken with regard 
to the United Nations. The Commission of the Churches on Internation- 
al Affairs has consultative relationships with the United Nations since 
several years. The relationships with the World Peace Council also 
remain unchanged. The letter of the C.C.L.A. to Mr. Joliot Curie printed 
in the Ecumenical Review (July 1951) makes the position clear. Quite 
recently the C.C.I.A. has once again expressed its readiness to elucidate 
this position. 

(3) The Hungarian Churchman states that the “crisis” of the 
World Council consists in the fact that while it sees the realities, 
it does not struggle against injustice, oppression and exploitation. As 
a matter of fact the whole burden of the letter which the Executive 
Committee of the Council sent to the Churches in February of 
this year was to urge the churches to take up that struggle. More- 
over the Council has again and again called attention to particular 
injustices in different parts of the world and in different political 
camps. In certain recent cases which concern countries in which the 
Church is under pressure the Council has however refrained from 
speaking, since it did not want to put an additional burden on the 
Churches concerned and hoped that they would take the necessary 
action themselves”. 


In answer to this letter Bishop Albert Bereezky said to the 
Hungarian Church Press; 


— My statement makes “an erroneous impression”; this I correct: 
it must have made an impression that was true to the real situation, 
I had nothing to complain as far as my person was concerned. The 
courtesy and cordiality toward my person was above reproach. But 
this does not affect the merit of the case. 


— What was the essential mistake? Dr. W. A. Visser’t Hooft said 
to me, after my speech in Rolle (at 4 o’clock, before tea) that I was 
right on two counts. First, that it was foolishness not to publish Chao’s 
letter of resignation (Chao was the Chinese member who resigned 
from the World Council after its Toronto Resolution supported the 
U.N. “police action” in Korea) and, second, that it was not proper to 
print my name as a member of the Commission on International 
Affairs, without at the same time publishing my position against the — 
so-called Toronto Resolution. With this, however, he adhered to his — 
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position that I should have complied with his advice and request and 
delivered my speech in the closed session. A printed report,—and I was 
to speak in a closed session! 


— The No. 32, issue of the German edition of the Oekumenischer 
Pressedienst creates the “erroneous impression” that the issue was 
whether I was to attend the Rolle meeting as a regular delegate, or as a 
substitute or as an observer, adding, that I explained my standpoint 
with my objection to the Toronto Resolution. Those not present might 
have thought that it was a personal feeling of resentment that made 
me withdraw, whereas I was a “member” of the Commission on 
InternationalAffairs, and it was in this capacity that I was exposed to 
the surprise at the report of this commission which underlined again 
the Toronto Resolution. 


— The English Edition of the Oekumenischer Pressedienst fully 
agrees with the German Edition, with the exception, that even these 
vague lines are omitted. 


— On the other hand, a later issue of the Oekumenischer Pres- 
sedienst published my letter to Professor Chao. But it has not published 
so far the letter of Prof, Chao himself. 


— Indeed, various church papers throughout the world have pub- 
lished Chao’s letter,—using the Hungarian Church Press as the source. 
In the same manner, many papers have published my Rolle speech 
also.—using the same source. But what other source could they 
have used? The official Minutes are really faithful and detailed 
records. All member churches receive one copy each. So one cannot 
argue with this. 


— The crisis of the World Council causes us severe pain. A veri- 
table flood of Western and super-Western declarations is being poured 
out on us. I mention the last of these. The October 5 issue of the 
Oekumenischer Pressedienst reports that the September conference of 
the American member-churches of the World Council “sent a letter of 
appreciation to Ambassador-at-large John Foster Dulles, for stressing 
the ‘quality of reconciliation’ in the Japanese Peace Treaty... Dr. O. 
Frederick Nolde, Director of the Commission of the churches on In- 
ternational Affairs, called attention of the group to the action of the 
Executive Committee of the Commission at Rolle, Switzerland which 
commended the ‘quality of reconciliation’ in the draft treaty with 
Japan, and expressed the profound hope that this quality would be 
maintained in any subsequent modifications... The Commission, Dr. 
Nolde said, hopes to find ways by which this basic will towards 
reconciliation may now be directed toward the future problems of 
the German and Austrian treaties. Eventually, he said, it may help 
the world, without resorting in any way to appeasement, to find a 
ie ior working relationship between the United States and Rus- 
sia...”. If this is not hypocrisy I do not know what hypocrisy is. 


_ This resolution has plenty of antecedents. In the No. 30 issue 
of the Oekumenischer Pressedienst, the statement of the Ecumenical 
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Commission of European Cooperation is published, to the effect, 
that “since the war Western Europe has been turning towards the 
USA”, “to take part in the military defense against the menace of 
Soviet policy”. Can any one regard this “ecumenical” standpoint as a 
Christian and ecclesiastical position? This is, to our mind, participat- 
ing in warmongering. 


(It may seem that we are giving a lot of space to this matter. 
But is it not well for us at least to know where the struggle against 
Mammon is located? The Protestant sees it taking place right in that 
Hungarian Church which refuses to be brushed off by the servants 
of Western fascist imperialism. And there is where we belong, at the 
side of those great defenders of peace who are not afraid to confront 
the “Christian” comforters of murder and rapine with their poorly- 
concealed lies and hypocrisy.—Ed. The Protestant. ) 


Here is what Bishop John Peter, young brilliant colleague of 
Bereczky has to say about it as reported in the Hungarian Church Press: 


— The statement addressed by Messrs, W. A. Visser’t Hooft and 
R. C. Mackie to the Hungarian Church Press is meant to be a refutation, 
but it actually confirms—now in the name of the World Council of 
Churches—what I said in my address that was published in the October 
Ist issue of the Hungarian Church Press. 


— As to the first point of the “refutation”, this does not explain, 
neither does it deny, that Albert Bereczky had been asked to speak 
in the closed session. Neither does it explain why the English and French 
editions of the Service Oecumenique de Press et d’Information failed 
to mention Albert Bereczky’s decision and standpoint. Neither does 
it state—as this cannot be stated since the issues dealing with the Rolle 
sessions are known to all readers of the S Oe P I,—that it did mention 
Albert Bereczky’s decision and standpoint. In this I say nothing but 
what this part of the “refutation” proves. 


— As to the second point of the “refutation”. my address refer- 
red to the inconsequent and even contradictory attitude of the World 
Council. My statement pointing out this contradiction was based on 
this: In my letter, dated June 11, 1951, I repeated the proposition 
which I had verbally made to Mr. R. C. Mackie, as to how the World 
Council could support the peace service of the church. In reply to 
this proposition,—contrary to former encouragements,—I received a 
letter dated August 15, 1951, following the July 30—August Ist session 
of the Commission of Churches on International Offairs, in which I read: 
“It was decided however to keep the custom of the World Council not 
sending visitors to such meetings”. On the other hand, the No. 31 of 
the S Oe PI dated August 3, in reporting on the session of the above 
named wrote this: “The Commission, having offered its support to 
the police action of the United Nations in Korea, proposed the creation 
- a Commission of International Observation attached to the United 

vations...” 
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At a time when the most significant and prominent social or- 
ganisation is making throughout the whole world increasingly vigorous 
exertions to stop the Korean massacre, this Commission of the World 
Council, which lives by the moral authority of the member churches, 
still boasts of having approved the “police action” of the UNO and still 
makes propositions with regard to further actions of the UNO which 
organised this “police action”. 


Taking all this into consideration, the above “refutation” is no 
refutation, but an even clearer demonstration of that contradiction 
which I attempted to express in my address published on October 1. 
“The Commission of the Churches on International Affairs—says the 
refutation—has consultative relationships with the United Nations since 
several years. The relationships with the World Peace Council also 
remain unchanged”. That is to say: the Commission on International 
Affairs wishes to continue its relationships with the United Nations 
Organisation, the present exploiters of which are now clearly showing 
their deviation from its Constitution by trying to put on the agenda 
the changing of the Constitution; the Commission wishes to continue 
this relationship in spite of the fact that, in contradiction to the Con- 
stitution of the UNO, numerous actions of fatal consequences have 
been taken under the flag of the UNO,—actions against which several 
member churches of the World Council have registered their protests. 
On the other hand, the Commission does not wish to enter into relat- 
ionship with the World Peace Council which adheres to the Con- 


stitution of the UNO and asks the UNO to abide by its Constitution. 


The Commission does not wish to do this, although numerous church 
declarations have made this demand. The persons responsible for such 
a decision of the World Council of Churches are doing a disservice 
both as far as the claims of the member churches and the cause of 


| peace is concerned. 


— As to the third point of the “refutation”, it was not the struggle 
against injustice, oppression and exploitation that the February letter 
of the Executive Committee of the World Council of Churches called 
on the member churches to undertake, but it was a veiled, yet 
unmistakeable call to a political struggle to which the political powers 


of the West should like to enlist the services of the churches,—a call 


which has been received so far with great patience by the Hungarian 
Protestants. As to the last sentence, it contains innuendoes of such a 
nature that I do not hold it proper to answer them,—until the writers 
of the letter choose to speak out their mind in a more frank and 
open manner. 

— The real crisis of the World Council is not in the fact that. 
though seeing things as they are it does not fight against injustice, 
oppression and exploitation,—the real crisis is that certain person- 
alities in the present leadership do not have the courage to face 
reality,—and even what they see they do not dare openly tell, and of 
what they say they do not dare draw the consequences. 
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— Finally, to illustrate the atmosphere in which the above state 
ment was conceived, let me quote, without comments, the full tex 
of the enclosed letter to the editor of the Hungarian Church Press: 
“We should be grateful, if you would publish the enclosed statement 
in the next issue of the Hungarian Church Press. We would also 
appreciate an early reply to this letter, for in case you cannot see 
your way to publishing it, we still have to publish it elsewhere”. 


—— Considering that the statement by Messrs. W. A. Visser’t Hooft 
and R. C. Mackie does not invalidate, but rather confirms the state- 
ments of the Hungarian Church Press, I do not see, why the writers 
of the above letter should make such a demand with regard to the 
publication of their statement. I regret if the so-called refutation does 
not receive a wider publicity than it has so far received. 


EDITORIALS 


The latest answer of the Soviet Union to the wars of various 
temperatures, now raging against socialist regimes and aimed at her 
own destruction, is a friendly trade conference being held in Moscow. 
This confab is sponsored by a world committee of business men, one 
of them an American. 


This truly constructive move may turn out to be one of the chief 
agencies that will turn the tide towards world peace. And it is only 
in the atmosphere created by such moves that “truces” in Korea or any- 
where else can he effected. 


The present atmosphere is not conducive either to truce or to 
peace. Something of the real nature of the “truce” talk now going for- 
ward may be learned by recalling the UN General Secretary’s mem- 
orandum written not long before General Ridgway’s initiation of cease- 
fire talks. This memorandum was no less than a threat of unlimited 
war against China if a cease-fire or “military truce” could not be effected. 


This Lie proposal carries out in the name of the UN a policy 
which has been the policy of the US ever since it became obvious that 
a quick victory could not be expected in Korea and that it seemed 
futile to tie down such a disproportionate amount of UN strength in 
one corner of a world which bristled with numerous other difficult 
corners, some of them strategically more important, 


The fact is (and we merely recite the facts) that the UN forces 
in Korea, with the “privileged sanctuaries” of the surrounding sea 
and of Japan as bases for a naval and air superiority amounting to 
monopoly, have been held to a draw. 


This fact has modified military ambitions and even sobered 
some civilian marajuana smokers. But to the point of thinking seriously 
about peace? Not at all. 
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Quit Korea, break diplomatic ties with the Soviets, risk war, says 
General Wedemeyer. The revelent point here is that in Wedemeyer’s 
thinking a truce in Korea is just a necessary step towards general war. 


In other words peace is not in the minds of the Americans when in 
the name of the UN they move for Korean cease-fire. Louis Johnson 
voices the American official view when he cries out against letting the 
Russians “bleed us dry” in Korea. There again (and this view is im- 
plicit in the testimony of General Omar Bradley before the MacArthur 
inquiry committee) there is no question of peace. There is not, and there 
never has been, a debate of the question of peace or war. The “great” 
debate is only about how to fight the war. 


Now if our leaders would try for a moment to step out of their 
world of fantasy into the world where there are other people beside 
themselves, real three-dimensional people who want to live in a world 
of mutual respect, people who have a history of obtaining at least some 
of what they want, the question would arise: Will the Chinese say 
yes to such a “military truce?” 


Will the Chinese answer yes to a request like that of Secretary 
| General Lie who says in effect: We (the UN) thought we could dispose 
_ of this Korean thing in a matter of weeks. But the Koreans are stubborn. 
| We have destroyed every vestige of civilization in North Korea along 
_ with several millions of its inhabitants. We have killed over a million 
| Chinese in our famous “operation killer.” But the Koreans and their 
_ Chinese friends appear not to be aware of their defeat. 


Meanwhile ‘all kinds of troubles are coming to a head in other 
parts of the world. For one thing the British (a key people in the UN) 
are being given the heave-ho in Iran. There is trouble in Egypt and in 
Syria and in Africa. Things are not going well in France and Italy. And 
there is always the German question. We simply cannot be tied down 
this way in Korea. We must keep a reserve of forces to be used in other 
trouble spots. 


Can you not see our difficulty? Well then we ask you to stop the 
fighting in Korea for a while until we catch up on our homework. When 
we do catch up we'll be back with more and better bombers. We may 
even permit you to be the victims of an atom bomb attack. What do 
you say? 


They will say no. 


2 Visirs—2 Books 


E. V. Tempest, industrialist of Bradford, England, went to Ru- 
mania last year and has published his impressions in a well-printed 
and beautifully illustrated book, “The New Life in Rumania.” 


“British policy,” says the author, “has consistently opposed the 
development of Rumania into a Peoples’ Democracy. Men like Mr. Sam 
Watson, the miners’ leader, and Mr. Morgan Phillips, Secretary of the 
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Labour Party, visited Rumania after the war to prevent the fusion of 
the Social Democrat and Communist Parties, without which working 
class power in Rumania would not have been achieved. Our press has 
largely followed official policy, and favourable news of Rumania has 
been widely suppressed.” 


Mr. Tempest tells how the Rumanian people were plundered by 
its ruling class. The king owned 160 palaces, there were palaces for the 
rich and hovels for the poor. He tells of the popular revolt and the 
achievements of the new popular regime, land for the landless, steadily 
rising standard of living, cultural and health benefits for the industrial 
workers, a new creative life that belongs to the people themselves. 


There are excellent photographs of the mobile libraries, co-op 
stores, workers’ club rooms, adult education projects, children’s nur- 
series, new homes, factories. There are ample statistics which show the 
truly miraculous development in this land, perhaps the richest in 
natural resources in Europe. From a backward “Balkan” state is emerg- 
ing a progressive, modern, and powerful nation. We are indeed grate- 
ful to Mr. Tempest for an exciting book which corrects the thousand 
false notions spread by our press. Those interested in a peaceful future 
for mankind will buy this book in quantities and send it to all their 
friends. (2 Shillings or 50 Cents, E. V. Tempest, Pendragon, Lister Lane, 
Bradford, England.) 


Dyson Carter, noted pamphleteer, visited Russia last year with his 
wife Charlotte, who is a public health expert. They have written a 
fascinating book about it, “We Saw Socialism.” 


If this book could be read by just one out of every hundred 
Canadians and Americans there would come about on this continent 
such a revulsion from war that some other make-weight would have 
to he discovered by which to balance our top-heavy capitalist system. 


In fact that other make-weight is pointed out in this book in 
chapter 14. It is free trade, old-fashioned huy-and-sell commerce. The 
authors show how Russia could and would buy from Canada peace-time 
goods like freight cars, steel rails, electrical goods, cement, paper, 
machinery of all kinds, freight ships. And Canada could buy Soviet 
cotton, hard coal, petroleum products, certain Soviet ores and woods. 


Canada of course fears the custodians of the war-economy both 
in her own country and in the vastly more powerful U.S.A. But if our 
people on both sides of the line only knew the facts as given so color- 
fully in this book they would insist on an immediate switch from war 
to peace. 


Actually this policy of friendship and trade is not only pre- 
ferable, more moral, more Christian; it is unavoidable, unless we are to 
sacrifice our children to the lusts of blood-crazed adventurers like Gen’! 
Grow (and the Grow mentality is very powerful at top-levels in the 
U.S. today.) For if the Carters are to be believed (and they write with 
disarming frankness), if even one half of what they write is to be be- 
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lieved, there is not the faintest prayer that the Soviet Union will allow 
herself to be provoked into war. The construction of schools, hospitals, 
water-power installations, gigantic irrigation systems, nation-wide hous- 
ing programs, “buildings by the mile,” the sky-scraper Lomonosov 
University in Moscow, the subway on which the Moscow people have 
lavished so much loving and artistic care, are all these to be sacrificed 
to war by a people who have so recently experienced the full horrors 
of war? 


Peace is really what the Carters are talking about. But apart 
from all political considerations, simply as a human story, we defy 
anyone in his right senses to put this book down without being hungry 
for more. And more will be forthcoming in another installment. Read 
it for sheer pleasure. Read it for your lives. Spread it as far and as fast 
as you can! (50 Cents, 479 Queen St. West, Toronto 2B, Ont.) 


GETTING THINGS STRAIGHT 
By Louise Harding 
Ficht ok Run! You Can’r Do Boruw! 


G. Bromley Oxnam, Methodist bishop, objects to sending an 
ambassador to the Vatican. He refuses to realize that Roman Catho- 
licism and archreaction in Wall Street prop each other up; and that as 
long as he supports the war policy, or does not actively oppose it, he 
cannot fight the coalition of Rome and Wall-Street-run Washington. 
The writer has previously quoted from a revealing col. of the McClure 
Newspaper Synd., which appeared in San Mateo Times, Aug. 11, 1949:— 


Washington and Rome have co-operated closely in the war 
on Moscow. Myron C. Taylor, our unofficial envoy to the Vatican, 
has been commuting between the two cities. 


Since the Vatican has as fine a diplomatic and intelligence 
service as any major power today, the White House obtains 
most of its secret data on economic, political, and military con- 
ditions behind the “iron curtain” from Mr. Taylor. 

But the president and the Pope have tried to keep their co- 
operation as secret as possible. 


At the onset of the war on Korea, the writer sent a letter to Bishop 

Oxnam, calling attention to various points tending to show that we were 
not getting the truth about the matter—as, indeed, it is now quite 
generally pdmiitted we did not. All this ghurihacen would reply was 
that he relied on the statement of the United Nations. But the “UN” 
representatives in Korea never accused the North of invading (and no 
proof of it was ever adduced, albeit promised.) All they stated was 
“Syngman Rhee says.” An estimable character, truly, to pin one’s 
faith on, in a matter likely to involve the world in war. Those in 
this country who did not know what the Rhee regime was like, were 
ignorant because they choose to be. There was plenty of trustworthy. 
uncontradicted information available. 
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“KOREA” Says No! 


SF Chronicle (Feb. 3, 1952) printed a story by AP Staff Write 
John M. Hightower: 


“Nationalist China’s forces on Formosa are rapidly falling apar 
according to reports received by the State and Defense Departments 
With this and other problems in mind, some officials responsible fo: 
Far Eastern policies are trying to a top level reconsideration o: 
American and Allied grand strategy fn that part of the world.... This 
question is reported to have entered into conferences held by Admiral 
Arthur W. Radford, Commander in Chief of the Pacific fleet, when he 
was here last week. It may be taken up when Major General William 
Chase, mission chief on F ormosa, comes here next week for talks with 
Pentagon and State Dept. officials. 


— Dulles, it will be remembered, was in Korea just before a “more 
dynamic policy” by USA was adopted over there. 


Eisenhower lately said, as quoted in the press, that he did not 
think any attack by Russia was imminent. But Chase (Dec. 31, AP). 
has been talking about the US and Chiang’s “China” working as a 
team in action outside of Formosa, If those who are working for an 
attack on China are, indeed, sincere in their belief that this would 
not precipitate W W III, they must share the opinion of C. D. Jack- 
son, publisher of Luce’s Fortune, who, in April 1950, (Los Angeles 
Daily News) expressed the thought that he was 


“frankly doubtful that Russia could be provoked into a war.” 
Looks very much as if Knowland, Paul Smith of The Chronicle, et al., 
shared Jackson’s further view that, 


If Russia won’t start it (the war), then we should. “The con- 
sideration should be, can the mission he safely accomplished?” Korea 
answers, NO! 


WE ARE RELIABLY INFORMED THAT SANG RYUP 
PARK, THE COURAGEOUS KOREAN EDITOR OF KOREAN 
INDEPENDENCE MAY BE DEPORTED. HE HAS BEEN IN THE 
U.S.A. FOR FIFTEEN YEARS. A FORTHRIGHT OPPONENT OF 
THE UNSPEAKABLE RHEE, HE FACES CERTAIN TORTURE 
AND EXECUTION. 


PLEASE WRITE AT ONCE TO THE U.S. STATE DE. 
PARTMENT PROTESTING VIGOROUSLY AGAINST PARK’S DE- 
PORTATION. STEWART MEACHAM, GEN’L HODGE’S ADVISOR 
IN KOREA SAYS “I WOULD EXPECT HIM (PARK) TO BE 
QUICKLY DISPOSED OF BY TORTURE MURDER AT HANDS 
OF RHEE’S POLICE.” 


PLEASE, ALL READERS, WRITE AT ONCE. YOU MAY 
SAVE THE LIFE OF ONE OF THE GREAT AND GALLANT 
MEN OF OUR AGE. 
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